Abstract: This is the third revised version of a chapter that is being prepared for the Wiley-Blackwell Companion to Ethnicity in the Ancient Mediterranean.
proximity to Carthage itself as provoking the definition of the lands inland of Carthage as 'Africa' and of some of the inhabitants as 'Africans.' The need for an official name for the permanent province in this same region after 146 BCE as something that was 'not-Carthage' confirmed the use of Africa for the region and Africans for its local inhabitants. The Lex Agraria of 111 BCE, whose terms refer back to the founding of the province, contains the first attested official mention of it with the name of Africa (Lex Agraria, cc. 52, 60, 86 = FIRA, (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) . Subsequent identities that were claimed by persons who were Africans on any given occasion were as provisory and contingent upon existing categories of labelling as those asserted by Fronto: that is, as the occasion demanded, that is.
To return to the late fourth century CE, the philosopher Maximus of Madauros referred to above, probably did consider himself to be an African, perhaps more than he did a 'Madaurensian' or anything of the sort. But two and a half centuries earlier, in the mid-second century CE, another citizen of Madauros, the philosopher, rhetor, and belle-lettriste Apuleius, had a quite different way of identifying himself. Very rarely in his writings does the word African occur as a term referring to a person or social group. For him, Africa is almost always a place: Africa the Roman proconsular province. When he speaks of someone as 'African,' the word has a slightly derogatory sense of referring to an indigenous persons and therefore necessarily go one of inferior standing. He uses the term only once, in order to label his rival in court: 'I am referring to that Aemilianus, not this African (Afer), but to Africanus and Numentinus ' (Apul. Apol. 66) . In this reference we can see a nascent sense of identity with place that was developing. It was already there, perhaps, in the Elder Pliny's assertion that before deciding on anything important the locals always first uttered the word 'Africa' (Pliny, NH, 28.5.24) . The larger identity, it seems, was mainly cued by the larger stage on which locals found themselves having to act. In this situation, they repressed the 'smaller' identities nested within the larger potential one and they claimed, more simply, to be Africans. The evidence of Africans resident in Rome and Latium, for example, shows this systematic repression of local or civic identities (which, nevertheless, are sometimes mentioned) in favor of the larger claim to be 'an African' (see Noy 1990: 251-55; Table 29, p. 254; Appendix, pp. 289-91) . In this sense, the presence and power of the much larger political unit, 6 that of the Mediterranean-wide empire of which Africans were part, provided the powerful conditions in which the larger identity was hailed forth. But it also reflects the factor of distancing; the further one was away from smaller identities, the greater the appeal to the larger one. This same dynamic is reflected in the literary usage of Tertullian, for whom the use of the term 'African' is never for internal consumption, but rather when he imagines Africa as seen from some global transmarine perspective. Then, that's what 'the Africans' do (e.g. Tert. Ad Nat. 2.8; Scorp. 6.2 and 7.6 ; in what are, in any event, quite rare usages of almost anthropological tone).
In the local circumstances of the trial at Sabratha, however, Apuleius was decidedly not an 'Afer' like his local opponent. In portraying himself as a Madaurensian, Apuleius was emphasizing his origins: Madauros was the patria or father-community that had created him. When appearing before Claudius Maximus, the governor of Africa, in 158 BCE, to defend himself on the charge of bad magic, he presented himself in the following terms (Apul. Apol. 24).
As far as my father-community [i.e. the city of Madauros] is concerned, you know that I have already shown in my writings that it is located right on the common boundary between Numidia and Gaetulia. I myself publicly admitted this fact, when I stated before Lollianus Avitus, vir clarissimus, that I was half-Numidian and half-Gaetulian. I don't see that there is anything in this about which I should be ashamed, no more than the elder Cyrus ought to have been ashamed that he was of mixed origin, being half-Median and half-Persian.
Apuleius' ethnic self-identification raises a number of problems. First of all, it was made in the context of a formal court proceeding: a trial on a capital charge in which the nature of his identity had been contested. His accusers from the region of Tripolitania where the trial was being held (who, quite assuredly, never called themselves 'Tripolitanians') had pointed to Apuleius' origins in the town of Madauros. Intending to humiliate him, they had accused him of being some kind of indigenous half-breed. As in many local contexts that are heavily conditioned by these kinds of identities, it is often far better to be purely one or the other and not part of one and part the other, which is somehow seen to combine the worst of both worlds. No doubt, they were retaliating in kind for the many unkind ethnic cuts that Apuleius had made against them, as when he suggested that they were not much above the level of rural idiots who could only speak Punic. One volley of pejorative labels was exchanged for another. Ethnic labelling functioned in a theater of contention and hostility to mark out difference and inferiority. Instead of denying the ethnic slurs, in a fit of chutzpah, Apuleius brazenly embraced them. Madauros was on the boundary between two worlds. It was therefore actually and simply a fact that he, Apuleius, was halfNumidian and half-Gaetulian. But just how much reality was there in these matters of honour and shame in which Apuleius' identity was implicated? A lot. The town of Madauros, a most splendid Roman colony, whatever its origins, had received a settlement of veteran soldiers in the Flavian age when the city had been honored with the rank of colony. As a matter of fact, Madauros was right on the boundary between two worlds, which is probably why the soldiers were placed there. In defining and embracing its liminality, however, Apuleius raised two more ethnic terms:
Numidian and Gaetulian. What did he understand by them? Both terms were widely used as general and sweeping labels for large regions and widespread populations. The words were used to refer to peoples and lands in some of the earliest surviving Latin historical sources. There was a Numidia-later a Roman province in Africa-and there were Numidians. And there was also a Gaetulia and Gaetulians. Who or what were they? The two terms seem to have been used as what we might call broad ecological identifiers. Numidians lived in the north, Gaetulians in the south. Generally speaking, Numidians were seen to be settled people, farmers; Gaetulians were seen as peoples who were less fixed, more mobile, pastoralists of various kinds (Vaglieri 1905) . Gaetulia therefore became a general covering term that designated southern arid lands where such itinerant peoples tended to live (Desanges 1964; Vycichl 1955) . Not unnaturally, these peoples, who were being pictured as pastoral nomads, were lumbered with the negative characteristics that were generally believed (by literate settled peoples, that is) to be shared by all such wanderers (Shaw 1982-83) .
Although not quite, since in certain historical circumstances and to some observers, people who were labelled Gaetulians were less generalized ideal types than they were flesh-and-blood individuals. The context, interestingly, has to do with the first serious Roman contacts with peoples outside their province in Africa at the time of the so-called Jugurthine War, and specifically with a large spate of a new kind of army recruiting identified with the Roman consular commander Gaius Marius. Not only did he recruit from down on the social ladder in Italy, he recruited heavily among 'ethnic' peoples in Africa. It was a hidden side of the war that was not, and is still not, much talked about. In return for war service, these men received from Marius land settlements and some kind of Roman status. If the latter was not Roman citizenship (probably not), it nevertheless closely identified these men with Marius. We can trace their descendants in settlements just outside the frontiers of the old Roman province where they bear the Latin cognomen Gaetulicus: so-and-so 'the Gaetulian' (Gascou 1969 and . As an outsider's pejorative label, Gaetulians were, like Gipsies, Roma, or Vagabonds, unsettled and unsettling people, but the name nevertheless came to be embraced as an element of self-identity, through army service. We know of cohorts of Gaetulians in the Roman army. They are well documented (Lassère 1994) . These men, and persons related to them, added the sobriquet Gaetulicus to their Roman names. And were proud of it too! But Gaetulians were not the only 'southerners.' As one advanced further to the south of Gaetulian lands, into the Sahara and its northern peripheries, the ethnic labels became fuzzier, more general, and often, since land and space were so vast and indeterminate, they were based more on a phenotyping of personal appearance than of place. The peoples deep to the south in the Sahara were called Aethiopes or peoples whose skin had been burnt to a darker color.
1 The simple existence of these peoples naturally suggested to the logical mind the necessary existence of intervening types, and so the category of Melanogaetuloi, somewhere in between there had to be half-breed 'Libyphoenicians' (Biondi 1971 , who accepts them as fact). That modern scholars have taken these strange, if logical and learned confections from antiquity so seriously is yet more testimony of the will to believe.
We might now return to that well-known self-confessed mixed entity, Apuleius, and his identity as half-Numidian and half-Gaetulian. As general as the labels seem, they both had a hard on-the-ground meaning that was actually empirically true of Roman Madauros. The town was just north of Jebel Mdaourouch, a long east-west mountainous ridge that marked the region. To the north were the more fertile farmlands of peoples who were generally considered to be Numidians. Earlier and informally, and then more formally in Late Antiquity, the lands were known as Proconsular Numidia: the Numidian or western part of the Proconsular province. Immediately to the south of Madauros were the lands of more mobile semi-pastoral peoples. Several territorial boundary stones set up by the Roman imperial state have been discovered at the base of the southern slopes of Jebel Mdaourouch, just to the south of Madauros.
The stones delimited the northern edge of the tribal lands of the Musulamii, who were regarded as quintessential Gaetulian peoples.
But, then, who were the Musulamii? In asking this question, we find ourselves at a level of specificity in ethnic identity that is not nearly as general and nebulous as African or even Gaetulian. These would seem to be real people in a more concrete sense. They are spoken of in more specific terms by, say, Roman historians, in a way that makes us feel that we could see or talk to an individual 'Musulamus.' We also know that there were Musulamian ethnic units in the Roman army. Just as with the Afri, they are surely the touchstone of some kind of reality (Lassère 1991 (BCTH 1903 , 199 = AE 1903 Rechig; Gordianic date).
This last is another real problem. The assertion of a particular group of persons to be 'royal' or 'regal' was perhaps rooted in a traditional claim in which that group was related to big men who had previously held real power over large numbers of others. In pre-Roman times, under the African kings there had been royal centers whose place names survived in Roman times: Zama Regia, Hippo Regius, Bulla Regia, Thimida Regia, and so on. Similarly, it is thought that there were special 'royal clans' that continued to assert a claim to this status in Musulamiorum. It then proceeded to ship them out of the province to distant parts of the empire, like Syria, where they served in patrolling other arid and wilderness environments (Lassère 1991; Poinssot & Lantier 1923) .
But the official impact on identity certainly followed from the delimitation and the formal assignation of their own 'tribal' lands to them by the Roman state.
If this had been a one-off response to the problem posed by the Musulamii, the effect would be negligible, but we know that such delimitations were usual. The
Roman state, in collaboration with local leaders, was declaring that a particular social group was recognized, that its claims to lands were legitimate, and that the group had a formal identity to interacted with the state. In this same way, farmlands, pastures, and spring water sources (agri et pascua et fontes adsignata), almost certainly of the Nicibes, were delimited in the Severan age in the southern Hodna Basin on the Saharan periphery (Leschi 1948 (Leschi /1957 AE 1946: 38: Bled Goursi el-Tahtani). In the case of the people of the Nicibes, the delimitation was important because they were on the move every year. All these studies have demonstrated, repeatedly, that ecological forces are complex systems that are themselves both set in and created by interlocking hierarchies of human and natural forces. No local force is ever innocent. In early modern times, the makhzen ('the treasury')-that is, the state seen as a tributecollection agency-might well be more remote than it was before, permitting a freer play of local forces, but it could and did come back to play a large role in who determinig who local people were and who they saw themselves as being. for the Numidae, the Musulamii, the Mazices, the Cinithii, the Salassii and the Madices-all of them, save in one case (the nationes of Numidia) were classified as gentes in the Roman scheme of things.
The actions of the praefecti gentis were therefore instrumental in defining specific ethnic groups that were identified and treated as if they were distinctive and well-bounded social groups (Lepelley 1974 , Leveau 1973 , Letta 2002 . Then again, this is dangerously one-sided evidence, since it is the prefect who literally 'recognized' the existence of these groups. And his purposes were related to his By the first century BCE, the Masaesyli no longer existed as they once had: 'They had been extinguished by war. Just like the great Mauri or Maurousioi to their west, they had been ground down by wars to a few familiae. In the same way, their neighbours, the Massyli, had been extinguished by this same process' (Pliny, NH, 5.17) . This is the claim asserted by the Elder Pliny, or better his source, and there is no reason to disbelieve it.
Although pressures of larger-scale war and the rewards of violence were one normal factor in encouraging the building of larger ethnic identities, the processes that we witness in this case were normal. When the identity of the Massyli was extinguished, notably by the same process of violence working in reverse, it is said that they were degraded to the level of a few familiae, which appear to be the lowest component unit of their group identity. But how did a familia or a few familiae enforce their power over other 'families' in order to form a larger ethnic group. The answer, it appears, is that they didn't. The process was more complex than this. Some of its lineaments were gradually unearthed by Robert Montagne in his great work on the segmentary lineage systems of the highland Berbers of the far west (Montagne, 1930 (Montagne, , 1973 cf. Berque 1953) . He showed that in the greater political geography all the small groups were knit into larger, often chequerboard-like patterns on the ground (see Gellner 1967, 35-68 for an analysis of the social dynamics and an historical application). These groups always related to each other in patterns of 'political relations' that permeated their local social relations. Growth in size or coverage of identity is therefore a matter of systemically linking these units under conditions in which they activated larger putative senses of common identity or which actually created supervening identities (Mattingly 1983, 96-97 and . In many ways, the larger notional identity was the elephant in the room. It was always hovering around, as Hart has neatly put it, as a 'super-tribe': it was a social notion that could be activated or made to come into being under the appropriate conditions.
To better understand the principles involved, let us begin by examining the Zegrenses. They offer the additional benefit that they were an ethnic group in the Middle Atlas mountains, the same highland ecology in which many of the modern studies have been done. Now, theirs is a rather odd name. Before the year 1971, they were another of the one-off ethnic groups mentioned by the geographer Ptolemy, peoples known only in his text and for their name alone.
Given the oddity of their name, and the letters forming it, the manuscript variants were many, so not even their name was actually known to us. The Austuriani (Reynolds 1977; Mattingly 1983: 97-98; Tripolitania, 00-00 CHECK) .
From the early to mid-sixth century into the early period of the first Arab conquests, this group is supplanted or (more probably) it re-coalesces into a much larger ethnic 'confederation' that is identified and re-named as the Laguatan (Mattingly 1983 ; variant spellings are Lewathae and Lawata).
In were as proudly enunciated as were those declared by Apuleius, also in a court before a Roman governor more than a century and a half before. This and other less dramatic cases reveal a substrate, as it were, of strategic ethnic identity that was shared by persons who were just as citified, educated, and elitist as could be. Other than violence, of course, it has usually been thought that the spread of towns and cities, the forces of urbanization in general, caused ethnic identifies to be displaced or eradicated, and to be replaced with new identity of being a member of an urban community-the Carthaginienses, the Madaurenses, the Although we must never forget that our knowledge is heavily prefabricated by the surviving source materials, it is still interesting to wonder why and how people came to form cohesive identity groups. Existing models that concentrate on kinship, shared narratives, and mythological genealogies do not tell us much in general about the 'why' question, and they certainly do not contribute much to a better understanding of the African case. To say that these devices and related fictions exist is simply to kick the 'why' ball further down the explanatory road. Of these models, the historian must surely ask: so what? They tell us about how peoples configured current identities, but not about the longer term process of how and why they formed them. This is where a thinker like Ibn
Khaldûn might well offer a better guide, if only because he was such a keen and creative observer of his contemporary society (Lacoste 1984) . In his discussion of the cohesion, the asabiyya as he calls it, of human groups in the Maghrib of his own time, the unity that empowered them, Ibn Khaldoun paid rather less attention to the object of our fascination: that is, with how this cohesion is represented. He was more concerned with why this was happened and for what end-purposes (Gellner 1981: 86-98) . One consistent cause was the ever-present threat of violent struggles, in both towns and in the countryside, over basic resources. What Ibn Khaldoun suggests is a category that is Wittgensteinian in its use, a sort of language game with names that are played with, manupulated, and exploited for the purposes of protection, advantage, and exploitation in a competitive environment. These are the same groups as those who are currently called and name themselves Berbers. In one of those odd happenings in history, the fact that many of the highland populations of antiquity were designated to be 'not civilized' or 'barbarian,' the term barbari was one that was usually used to designate them as a whole, a label that took deeper hold in late antiquity (Gebbia 1990 ). These 'barbarians' and 'barbarian lands' at the end of Roman antiquity were quintessentially those of the mountain highlands of the central and western
Maghrib (Decret 1985) . The Arab invaders of the seventh and eleventh centuries, shared much the same attitude to these marginal highland peoples that were held by the Roman invaders of an earlier age. By default, the indigenous peoples came to be designated as 'barbar-ous' or 'berber,' a pejorative label that was applied to the uncivilized indigenous inhabitants of the Maghrib by their 'civilized' Arab conquerors, but a name which, perhaps paradoxically, they have come to embrace as a national identity today (Fentress & Brett 1999; Serra 1990; and, importantly, Ghazi & Ben Maïssa 2007) . Over the great expanse of past time, however, there is no doubt that these same peoples spoke Tamazight 1 To treat this subject in any reasonable depth would raise the category of race and racial typing, for which there is no sufficient room to expatiate in this brief
chapter. For what is still one of the best treatments, see Thompson 1989, mainly directed against the fanciful ideas of Snowden 1970 and cf. Hölscher 1937 and Desanges 1993. 
